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Environmental Management Inc., dated July 30, 1993. Our comments,
including those of our Regional Toxicologist and our consultant,
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(415) 744-3285 with any questions you may have regarding our
comments.
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/ ) , ' : t \ ''76-l:r.'1,{11 0{ u- tL
Roberta Blank
Renedial Project Manager
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cc:  J in  Sul l ivan,  NSTI
Barbara Srnith, RWQCB
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Amy Brownell, SFPHD
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U.8, EPA Parcel A Draft 8I Report conmeDts

1. As stated in Section 1.1, the original objective of the site
investigation described in this report was to evaluate prelirninary
assessnent s i tes 19, 4L, 43, 45, 50, and 51 for possible inclusion
in the Navy's Installation Restoration program. Since the Navy
intended to lease this Parcel to the City, it was decided that the
focus of the SI could be lirnited to surface soil direct contact
exposure pathways (soil ingestion and derrnal contact) for residents
and workers. This is because under a lease, the Navy could go back
to the Parcel during future Rernedial fnvestigation activities if
needed, and continue to investigate other pathways and renedial
act ions.

However, since preparation of the work plans, it appears that
Parcel A will be transfered to the City through a deed as opposed
to a lease. CERCLA Sect ion 120(h) (3),  requires that  the Navy wi l l
have taken all remedial action at a site prior to a deed transfer.
Therefore, the l irnited SI objectives need to be expanded. In
particular the SI report must now address groundwater, subsurface
soil irnpacts to groundwater, ecological irnpacts, and any other
exposure pathways that could require rernedial act,ion at Parcel A.

2. The Navy is planning to address groundwater contamination in
the bedrock of Parcel A as Addendum #g to the SI work plan. We
will review those results when available. However, the issue of
groundwater contmination in the lowland portion of Parcel A has
stiI l not been thoroughly addressed.

For example, if the VOCs detected in soil and groundwater at UST S-
812 are not believed to have come fron the t6nk, then another
source would be suspected to exist. Either way, the extent of VOC
contamination in this area has not been deternined.

Groundwater conditions in the lowland areas of Parce1 A are
described on pages 11-13. No monitoring wel1s exist in this area
of Parcel A. Are there any data from adjacent parcels where
rnonitoring welIs have been installed regarding the proxinity of
contaminants in the groundwater to Parcel A, and regarding water
leve1s that coul-d be used in this section?

3. Rernaining contamination in soils on parcel A should be
evaluated for potential to release to groundwater under the site.
For example; the SI report states that UST S-812 does not appear to
have contributed to the contamination of groundwater at the site,
but does not discuss the potential for such contribution in the
future.

4.  Sect ion 2.2.3 should speci f ical ly address whether i t  is
possibile that bedrock groundwater beneath Parcel A is
hydraulically connected to the commercial spring water bottler near
the Hunters Point Annex. The SI report should also discuss- the



existence and use of any other ltater ltells near the HUnters Point

a""L" site, tne ltpuf.tiion served by those wells, and whether water

wells draw- from-aquifers underlying ParceL A'

5. The sI report does not evaluate the surface water pathway

thoroughly. For exarnPle, the SI. report^should discuss fisheries'
sensitiv" 

"trriionrnent3, 
.ta-pttUlic ule of the Bay that rnay exist 11

ail-.ri.i"ity 
"f 

ift" probabll point of entry whele surface runoff

from the Parcel woul,d enter tfe Aay. Sediment, San -Francisco Bay

water and runoff water tutfI." should be considered' Site

ifooapfain status should be discussed. (See also cornment #to

regarding ecological receptors) .

6 .  The main  focus  o f  th is  S I  was  to  eva lua te  PA 19,  4L ,  43 ,501 51

and UsT s-812. To address other areas of Parcel A, prevloYs

i"""=-ii!"tiot=-are rnentioned in the sI Report, P_1t,-1" 
atternpt is

not made to colrainaie their results or reComrnendations with those

of the sr. rn. rignificance of these previous investigations- in

alteirnining the nalure and extent of tontamination at Parcel A

needs further evaluation. The SI report should evaluate the entire

tarcet and confirn the rnethods uied previously to declare the

remainder of i i ie parcel f iee of hazardous subslances' Sections

2.1.1 and Z. i . t  ia ise more quest ions than they answer '  For

exarnple:

a. The init ial assessment study conducted by- wESTEC in 1984

reconmended that a confir*ution st-uay be performed. at a spill slle

;;;; i l i iaing sre . The Navy should ionctuae the discussion of the

wEsrEc study'uy-inai"it ing lnut this area was further investigated

auring tne 
-pa-'41 

site invLstigation, if this is the case'

b. Six shallow borings were dril led in the lowland area of Parcel

A during the EMCoN study, and the 1 conposite sample taken detected

socs and metals. The EMCON study recomrnended further work be done,

but apparently none was. The SI Report is silent on the meaning of

this 
-data 

or tn the need for further work in this area'

c. The 1988 ERM-West fence to fence survey cited. Building 808-as

r,aving inaaeqiai. -91tu1nrnent and labelling of .stored chernicals'

The SI n.pofr- 
-fioviaes 

no additional infornation regarding the

status of this buitding.

The sI Report does not say whether the Navy believes. that the ERM-

West invento-ry-tt= cornpfete, oE what.tha Navy'-s basis vtas for

deterrnining wfrich areas-t;-i icruae in the sr worl< plan. section

z.L.L shoura d"="riu" in more detail the ERM-west fence to fence

survey resutts and methods. This discussion should.specificgll l
address parcel A. Were all the building in Parcel A investigated?

sect ion 2. ! .L should present an inventory of  bui ld ings,

foundations, and other itructures found on Parcel- A' This

inventory should be annotated to include inforrnation about the

current and past uses of these facil i t ies including hazardous

materiaLs use



d. Section 2.L.2 should present the rnethodology.and quantitative

results of Aqua Terra Technologies ai.r quality invesligation and

a;;;iit"iir;it discuss hurnan neirtn risk-associated with exposure

to air at the site.

e.  Sect ion 2.L.2 should discuss the s igni f icance of  the asbest 'os
a"t""i.a-i" air sarnpLes collected by HLA during JuIy 1991' The

il;tia;tive resut* of this sanpiing and analysis should be
presented.

7. Section 1.3 should be expanded and made specific for Parcel A'

ii 
"tt."fi 

incfube- rristoricit use infornati-on back to when the

property was not yet developed. Thl? section should also include

l- a-"="t1ption of the 
"urtelnt 

and historical uses of properties

adjacent to Parce1 A both inside and outside the Hunters Point'

Annex.

AIso, the PA-specific site histories and descriptions provided in

s e c t i o n  4 . 2 . L ,  4 . 3 . 1 t  4 . 4 . 7 - ,  4 . 5 . 1 r . a n d  4 . 6 . L  s h O U I d  b e  m u c h  m o r e

detailed. rhLf 
-rfto.ifa 

inciude a discussion of the missions and

"p"i"i io"" 
a=r6ci"i"a with the each site and identif ication of

specific chernicals and chemical products used in operations

aisociated with the s i tes.

Historical activit ies specific to the remainder of Parcel A, e'!t '

the areas not, included in the PA sites, should be addressed in a

separate section.

g. What if the additional work mentioned on Page 7 ' being done.to

assess asUestos,-i;;d;aint and RCRA hazardouJ wlstes to rrdetermine

the extent 
-; i - 

aaaitionar hazardous materiar disLributions
throughout HPAtt encounters releases in Parcel A not covered by the

SI Report? Wnat l" ln" tirning and reporting mechanisrn for handling

such occurrence?

g. sect ion 2.2.2 should include a copy of  the map from Boni l la,

L97L, i f  Possible.

10. The section on ecology on page 13 does not say whether any

threatenea oienaanierea sf,6cies exist on or use Parce1 A' Did the

N;"y intend to ao any fu-rttrer work on Parcel A as part of . the

icoiojicaf Risk AsseJsrnent? Since all remedial action must be

luiE"'ptior to deed transfer, h9w does the Navy intend to address

any woiX that would have taken place for Parcel A in the ECA? (See

allo comment number 5 above).

11. Sect ion 2.2.6,  Meteorology, discusses that r runder preval ing

wind conditions, transport of dti it or volati les onto Parcel A would

be from off-sit i areasln Is this in reference to off-site areas on

HPA or off of HPA? Does the landfil l  at parceJ' E pose any

fo-entiaf ptoicf"t 
-regarding 

-rnethane gas migration to current or

iuture recePtors on Parcel A?



L2. The field variances mentioned on page 10 should be included in

itt-"pp."aii t" the SI Report, and-thi-ipecific varianee date and

iit i ir ' in question should-be identif ied in the text so the reader

rnay refer to it in the aPPendix.

13. Where was the steam generated that suppli-ed -he1t to buildings

on Parcef A anA-wny-aia si"am'Iines from PJfceIs B, C and D lead to

Parcel A as stated on Page 17?

14. How will the pipe-J.agging on the steam lines that contains

asbestos, rnentioned on page 18, be handled?

15. Sect ion 3.2.2,  page L7, should include the photographs of

steam pipe interiors.

16. Sect ion 3.2.3,  page 17, should include a discussion to support

-h" t"presentati.r"n6sJ of utif idors PA45ST10O and PA45ST1O1'

!7 .  Sec t ion  3 .2 .4 ,  page 18 ,  bu l le ts  3 .and 4  shou ld  spec i fy  tha t  no

yi;""I 
".r1a"tr"" 

was-observed during visual inspections.

18. Plate 4 should clearly identify storm drain discharge points'

19.  Sect ion 3.3.2,  page 20, or AppendiT B should discuss the type

"t- "ig."ir 
.r.por in-arlzerr €.q. 

- 
P!?toionization detector, f lame

ionization a#ector, a-nd the signieicance of the readings' What

does 1 ppn mean in terms of risk?

ZO. page 20, Sect ion 3.3.3 states that  insuff icent sediment was

piesent 
-.t 

tn. proposed sarnpling Locations to permit sanpling' Yet

on Table 5 it indicates tlrat, 
-abundant 

sediment vtas observed- at

manholes PA50SW1o4 and PAsoSWloS and moderate safid was observed at
pA5OSW112i wny-couldn' t  these areas be sampled?.-  I f  possible

contamination'e"i"i"r- sediment from any poinl i1 !-he storm drain

"y"t"r 
should be sarnpled. The footnotes tb tnis Table appear to be

rnissing.

2L. What is the explanation for where the trace sheen on stagnant

water observed at PA5OSW116 and PA50SW118 came from and r+hat is the

significance of this (Page 2or?

22. Plate 5 should i l lustrate sanitary seltrer reach 1 and 2 as

d iscussed in  Sec t ion  3 .4 .1 ,  page 22 '

23. The YEI 1988 study regarding the sewer system referenced on

p"i" 
-,; 

loints to the I'h.egraaltion of the systems physical
-i"i"gtityj 

tocatized depositi5n of organics, and the potential for

rnethane gas foirnation.'i However, these problerns are not' further

addressed in this SI rePort.

24. The delay, if aDYr between the init ial electron capture

detectior, 
"rr.fy"is-ana 

dcTus analysis relating to the PA-50 should



be discussed, as well as any possible effects of sample handling

procedures.

25. Sewage at Building 101 that contaminates the storm drain l ine

in parcef g sho;i;G- i"*t"diately addressed, .since the storm drains

discharge to the Bay. Are iny inaustrial discharges from tenants

entering the sewer syst€m i"h storm drain? Since this release

;;i;f;;i"= i1 F"i""f ti, it should, be handled as part of this Parcel

transfer, and tol a.f.rred to the Parcel B SI Report, as stated on

page 24 .

26. The SI Report states on page 24 ttrat nA srnall amount of white

foarn was observed at manhofe FaSOSN146 near Building 813" 'rr This

manhole does 
""i-"ppear 

from Plate 5 to be near Building.813' bu!

rather near Building 816. What is the possible significance of

this foam?

27. Sect ion 3.4.3.L,  should discuss the inpl icat io l :  of  e levated

OVA readings and the presence of methane. iltrat is the methane in

air lower 6xplosive l init concentration?

2g. sect ion 3.5.3 says that v isual  observat ion was used to assess

the potential for trairsformer releases' Why is visual observation

alone adequate-t; d;a;rnine-ielease potenti i l? The discussions in

Sect ions 3.5.3 and 3.5.4 should inchiae assurances that aI I  current

and past tr"n"ioit"t sites in Parcel A have been identified and

investigated.----i i-1nit assurance cannot be provided' then a

discussion of the consequences of rnissing a current or former

transformer site should be discussed'

29. It would be helpful to the reader if the specific areas within
pA-41 identif ied on page eO liorner dr-un storage area, SW corner of

the parking }ot, and the north side of the site) i were labelled on

Pla te  8 .

30. Regarding Building 818, wlY wa-s-visual observation adequat'e to

assess releas'e poientiar it ttL chlorination plant, ds stated at

the top of  page 31? The sect ion 4.2.L,  Bui la in-g 818 discussion

should elaborate on the statement that no indication of soil

impacts were observed.

31. The f ield observations, historical, and - pho.logtlPhi?

informat ion ai="u=""a in Sect ion 4 '2 '2,  Page 3l '  - for  the PA-41

field investllalion should be reference& br included in this

report

32. Sect ion 4.2.2|  page 33, descr ibes the use of  heal th based

Ieve}s to make decisions about whether or not to anal-yze samples'

This discussion shoula specilf the risk value used to calculate the

health based level.

33. How was lateraL extent of contarnination at the former drum

storage area at PA-41 deterrnined? The lateral extent of

contamination at PA-41 .pp""t= to have been determined by visual



inspection, and no post-excavation samples were

[""'"a.r' 
"h 

the exdavation area to confirm that

soil had been removed.

34. Sect ion 4.4.2t  page 4L, should provide more d 'etai ls on the

disposar of =."iuri=€ 6rit Itot deco-ntamination of Bikini AtoII

Naval vessels, for PA-19. It is our understanding that this

material was disPosed of off site'

35. On page 45, it says that the Gardening !oo1 llouse' PA-43

inventory notea' Za galions. of pesticide stored. Is there any

inventory of what tl ie =p""iei" 'pesticides were? Section 4'5'1

should specify 
'irfr"t- 

pltl-i"ia"" w6re stored in . the gardening shed

and the ctremical cornposition of the thinner, alkali, and line

wastes.

taken outside the
all  contaminated

36. The sI Report needs to clearly and explicit,Iy.state what

"i"u""p 
goals' for each PA site tnd each constituent were

numerical terrnsl-ana -tearty explain how t'hey were achieved by

actions taken.

the
( i n
the

The SI Report does not appear to use a consistent set' of criteria

to assess whether or not .- 
"ill 

requires further investig-ation'

For example,  Sect ion 4.2.a. i  concludei  that  the north s ide of  PA-41

requires no further invesii jai-ion-because metals are present at

Ievels below health based f6vefs but above. background' Sect' ion

4.2.4.3 concludes that the former drum storage area at  PA-41

requires 
"" 

f"ilfrlr investigation- because risk levels in this area

approach the 
- 

i"- ii."imis levels associated with background

concentrations.

37. The text of the sI Report shoul.d explain- to th-e reader how

HBLs were a"ii""ar--tt"t-t i" i,-t"= derived and how IALs are being

;;;, 
-fi;1"d1;; 

gJi. ;;Lionare for the use of arsenic as the

constituent that drove the-cleanup -for. the entire Parcel' The way

the text is ri i tt"" it is diff idult, to understand these issues'

without a cornplete understanding of-Appendix F' This sI Report is

a public Aocuient and the text Jnould-be written in part with that

in rnind. rn"--n.poii srrould-;;pi;in how- this risk approach dif fers

from the s.tp.if.tttt Risk Ass6ssment Guidance and why the Nav1'

believes thit is aPProPriate'

efellars



Becbtelrg Conments ou the CERCLA Euman Eealtb Risk Assessnent

The health risk assessment of chemicals found in soil samples from
parcel A of Huniers Point was crit ically reviewed. The approach
used to assess risk, the results of ifre assessment, and t!9
conclusions drawn are presented in Appendix F of the undated Draft
p.i""i a Sitai"""=tiditiotr Report. The review included reading
the executive summary-of the rlport and was lirnited to t,echnical
aspects of the risk assessnent.

The assessment addressed five trsitesil: PA-19, PA-41, PA-43, PA-5O,
and the unaerqround storage tank (usT s-812). Risk prese_nted bY
ticn chemical-t"= q"antif ied Uy ruuftiplying a. target risk level
(for cancer) or tarfet hazard inaex (for systenic.toxicity) by the
ratio of tne-LxlJsirre point concentration and the health-based
level. An estirnite of t-otat cancer risk or hazard was obtained bg
summing the risk values. De minimis cancer risk levels of 2x10-3
t;Ti'o-5-r"i" established on the basis of the risk pres_ente-d.by
ambient arsenic. In general, removal of affected soil reduced the
cancer risk lresenteb by all carcinogenic chemicals to the de

nininis level.

General Comments

1. The approach used to quantify cancer and non-cancer risk

differs from tnai described 
-in 

tne rpa risk assessrnent guidatrce

manual for S"p"ii""aa sites. Although-it prod-uces.the same risk

""Iit"t"t, 
i t does not provide the level of detaiL that the

conventional EPA approach 
-does. 

The HBLs for soil are based on the

total oral and dermal dose. one cannot determine frorn any risk

estimate the relative contributions of oral and dermal exposure to

the risk estinate. The conventional EPA dpproach is more
understandable to those accustoned to the approach, and is more

flexible and provides a better idea of the relative contribution of

different pathways to overall r isk.

2. If there is a potential for completion, see-rningly . minor
patnwiys should be iicluded in the asiessment. Such pathways

include air and homegrown vegetables as welL as fish consumption
(runoff to San frandisco Puil aqd groundwater consurnpti-on. If

ivailable data do not perrnit-ine inclusion of certain pathways, a

statement of lirnitatioirs should be made early in the report.

3. Risk associated with transport of contaminants frorn adjacent
parcels to Parcel A should be addressed'

specific Comments

1. Page F-3, last sentence beginning with rrThese three samples" 'rr

is incornplete.

2. Page F-4, f irst l ine. The report should explain what the term
iiint"rirn anbient levelsn means and discuss how were they developed.

efellars



Insert this exPlanation on Page 34
first used. Such an exPlanation
minimis cancer risk level is based
arsenic.

of the rePort where the term ts
is important because of the de
on the interirn ambient level for

3. Page F-5, second paragraph, last complete sentence and the

sentence that follows. fhese sentences do not make sense' The
groundwater exposure pathway was not evaluated in the assessment;
€herefore, HBL; for subsurfice soils are irrelevant.

4. Page F-12. The selection of 5oo t9{kg as the- HBL for lead

instead of 250 rg/kg is a departure from the seerningly careful and

deliberate atteri it- in the 
-risk 

assessment to bs conservative'
;1;;;;-E"prui" wfry the 500 m.g/kg 1ev9,1._was chosen over the lower
health-baied level derived with the IU/BK model.

The HBL for lead recommended to protect workers may or may not be
piot".ti.t". fn" 

"ppropriate 
HAf,-depends on worker activity' Thq

EPA-recommended soil intake rate of 50 mg/day for workers is based

ott p.tton who works in an office. The soil ingestion rate for a
person engaged in soil excavation at the site for installat' ion of

Lndergrouia-utif it ies or other reasons is l ikely to be much higher'

If the rate cannOt be estimated, it should be addressed as an

uncertainty that rnight underestinrate risk'

5. Page E-].2, f irst paragraph, l ine 7. Shouldn't the 100 urg/kg in
parentheses be 100 ng/daY?

5. Pages F-14 to F-2O. Toxicity values for TPH and TOG' TPH and

Tpg-based TOc measurernents wire developed to rapidly . "ld
i"."p"""ively a.i"r^itr" if- letroleum hydroCarbons are present in

soil and other environrnen€al sarnples-. Because of the large

""".ttii"ty 
in lne iaentities of thd cornpounds ttrht comprise TPH or

fOe, their-"t" l" risf assessments should be avoided' If a sample

contains TPH or TOG, efforts should be made to identify th9

individual cornpon"r,tr if a risk assessment is contemplated. use of

TpH and roe r"i=";;;t; it u risk assessment may overestimate risk

"n.t- 
the risk presented by conpone.nts of TPH or TOG are also

estimated. Ovdrall, the 
-eftoft 

is unwarranted and without

scient i f ic  val id i tY.

7.  Page F-22 to F-23. Rat ionale for  select ing to-4. to calculate

HBLs. Because or the way the HBLs were used to ^quaS}iry -riqk, !lt"
rationale presented for ielesting 10-a instead of 10-o to derive the

HBLs serves no useful purpose. T[e risk presented by a chemical at

u-gi.n"tt ron".trtiution wifi be the same at all target risk l-evels so

ioig u" tne [ar-geilirf ].eve] and the leve] of risk on which. thg

HBL is based are the same. In otl ler words, (10-4 x -C) /HBLr.: (tO-o

ii-cf l"""r-i i  ttail- is basea on 10-a and HBL2 is based on 10--b'

8 .  Page F-22,  second comple te  paragraph.  0 .0004 +  0 .25  =  0 '2504 '

Va lue  g iven is  0 .2501.

9.  Page F-28, second paragraph. whi le nickel  appl ied to the,skin



does remain prirnarily in the skin, the- risk posed by nickel- is

Iargely due to the ingestea--aose. i'ccordinq to the feport.,- nickel

has a hazard index of L.2. Not shown in Lne report is the fact

that the hazard index for ingested nickel is 0.99 whereas the

hazard index for nickef absoiUJa through the skin Ls O'22' At Site
pA-43, the nazard index for nickel ingLstion would have been 1'65

(0.825 x 2.O' ,  before rernedial  act io i  was taken. This level  of

detail is not revealed when HBLs are used to quantify risk' . If

action had not been taken Co reduce risk by _removing. sorne of the

contaminated 
""ii, 

- 
tne risk presented by nickel should have been

considered 1rrore serious thair the repoit leads one to believe'

particularly ii 
"ba"a 

to the risk prdsented by other metals that

ir.t" sirnilai mechanisms of toxic action'

1 0 . P a g e F - 3 l , H B L s f o r s u b s u r f a c e M C P A a n d M C P P . T h e n e e d f o r
subsurface HBLg for thes" tr" 

"""pounds 
is uncrear, particularly.in

view of the fact that on niie f-^5, the reason givel for not being

able to calculate subsurfa"6 HAL= is the absence of Kd values for

those compounds and the way th_e surface HBLs were applied to

estimate risk (Page F-31). Ka values would be needed if the intent

was to base the subsurface HBLs on groundwater use (drinking-'

bathing, etc. ) . If that t.t i tta."d the intent, whY w-asn't the risk

associated ritn trounawater use not considered for the other

chemicals? Please revise the report to clarify this issue'



To:

MEMORANDUM

From:

Subject:

Roberta Blank GI-7-5)
Remedial Project Manager

Daniel Stralka, Ph.D. (tI-9-3)
Regional Toxicologist u3
Review of Risk Assessmeng Appendix F, Parcel A Site Inspection Report'
Hunter's Point dated 30IulY 1993.

September 7,1993

This appendix addresses the human health screening risk procedure and results f"J^6i5:t^l
nrelimiirarv utprr*rnisites and is focused on the surface soils. As.defined btlttq scope of

it,ilffiffieii, hA;h b.;A ;teria (gBLs) or preliminary remediatiqn goals (P.RGs)-a;

;;;"ril;ili{Acsi.tt g *rtr osed as iCirrning criteria.for further investigation. Using the

il;-y ttu-- 
"*por**uiri 

fot surface soils6f ingestion and dermal contact' IIBLs were
'catcuteitea 

for target trurtr of 10a excess cancer risk and a hazard index of 1. These values
where then used to *tiJtfrr siteexposure point concentrations and Oren summed to determine

the total risk. Thereiotr, trrii Arierininati<in is dependent on the overall focus on these six sites

ir-,r," 
"r,rilig"in;i 

ar*i.i" par9rt 4 -d that 6ther exposure routes, subsurface soils and
u.*a*ite, ior frotn* t idtt 

'and 
ecological, will be addressed in other documents. Due to

iil;ffi;; in o"iint* oitttr land transfEr, it.may be appropriate to include in this document
iti iJ"rEnces and disc*r other site investigatiori repoiti fo:r Parcel A, as well as, the risk

evaluations for other contaminated media and routes of exposure.

General Comments- 
f:-.e""tinuaUy tf,e Navy and its contractors have mistakenly interprepd {ee1c.y p"li? u::?.

the selection of the t*grt risk level. The agency and in particular Region f.is using a l0{

excess r*r.r..iif as-fie point of deparnrre-for human_hlalth evaluations. As I have
oreviouslv conrmented numerous tihm, the PRGs orHBLs must be calculated using this

i;g"11#r. riiii*iti rtuui no effect on the total risk calculations as presented in this
JoEu*tnt, fto*iu"t, tftt t.get risk level is used for direc-t gompa:Jsqlr in tfe text and
therefore *urt rin.it the appropriate targets. The text of Appendix F needs to be

corrected to presenr all detirminations a6'one the 1O6 excesi cancer risk level.- Using this

t*g;i;"it# th;;ir"ale for the removal actions can be substantiated and will flow
logically.

2. The term de minimus is inconectly used in the text. This term has historically beel ugd

to define combined risks below 16-6 excess cancer risk and hazud indices below 1. The

risk associated with background should simply be presented as such'

3. Tabular presentation of the total risk at each site before remediation, after removal actions
;d b;;fgtound risk would be very useful in interpreting this report..

Specific Comments-1. 
Pages F-3 and F-4 are inconsistent.
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Page F-3 Section 2.3. Arsenic at site 43 in the top 6 inches appears elevated above
background 95 Voale of 7 ppm what are the possible sources?

Znc atsites 19, 41, and 43 appears significantly elevated above the backgrolnd of
approximately 30 ppm (95 qiilq. Whereas thil will not be a human health hazard, it
s[r6uH be adclressdd in the ecological evaluation for its potential to effect nearby aquatic
systems.

Page F-5. What is the depth below ground surface of the excavation of UST S-812?

Page F-10 lrad. The apparent extensive evaluation of the to.ryttry qf lt-ad and- the final
deiemrinate of 500 ppmi-s not consistenl The use of the Catifornia leadspread model for
residential and indurlirial exposure scenarios would seem sufficient and consistent with
the texl

Page F-14 thru F-20 TPH. The detemrination of toxicity v4ues for TPH as diesel is
inalpropriate. Where as TPH and TOG are general dete-rminations and sufficient for the
indtiatiirn of petroleum contamination, however, the mgthods arc lot-specific enough to
met the needf of risk assessment The determination of the individuat petroleum
components, as was done, is sufficient for the risk-based screening.

Table F-7 Oral absorption factors. It is appropriate to address the efficiency of oral
uptake of chemicals by the gut to correct th-e toxicity for absorbed dose in the dermal
eiraluation. However, withihe small amount of actual data available for the compounds
of interest at this site, only those values which differ from unity need to be addressed and
the less health protective assumption of unity discussed in the uncertainty sections.

8. Table F-7. An inhalation slope factor of 6.3 ( mg/lcg day;-t is reported for cadmium on
IzuS.

9. Table F-8. Sufficient data is not available to determine an oral RfD for benzene. The
presented value should be removed- A

If you have any questions regarding my comments, I can be reached at (415) 7M'23L0.
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